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PREFACE! N e
:Ihis proposal re"pre.se;zts a beginning, en ending and a renewal.
. It is a proposal fer a n:ew thyee<year project. It also represents both a partial
Teport ;n. what f'{vve yea'rs of day care experi'enc&ehhave taught _u,s., and & renewal in
the mense that we find ourselves getting back in touch‘ with the‘ visio;l we had for, '
day care cent‘ers,'fo.rur and five years ago, bu"t with.far greatez: understandiilg than
we had at that time. i ' \
. In 1969, when we first started the Day Care Consultation Sérvice, working
out of a small storefront office on Br'oadway end 108th Street, we believed that
commmunity controlled\day care centers would multiply and become a force for social
change, a force agz;.inst p\overty and oppression. It didn't work out that easily. ’:- .
We soon began to un'derstand the differences between "commnity" and pa:rgent. cofitrol.
We placed additional emphasis on tHe participation of p'az"ents in the governance of
eenters'. Ne;rertheless, parent and ccmm:unijay controlled centers that were enﬁqioned
to beccme places to strengthép families. and build commnity found themselves mi_req.
in constant struggles, in*ll;ernal‘l as well as e:;térnal. Mindless govermment policies,
arbi:rary actions and greed tore at the vis:'Lons people held for their centers. '
A few programs turned out to pe even more oppres;sive to children and families than
many of the older traditional cent’ers.

Somehow we and the day care movement in New York City had gotten off the track.

. r ) .
It was difficult ‘_to maintain ‘original vision, and to help others maintain theirs.

It is difficult ® p\inpoihf exactly wflere, when or how we began to lose sight
1 ] EY

&
of our vision, but we are .con nced now that it happened because govermnmenpt placed

°
. v . 15
,




Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

o

.o

LO0 muih &pazsis on dal car: ce.ters as inttitu iors -- cerglerrfsestings Sfora

viriet of specicliststo Ttiezt” erbers of sbnor.zl zal iraden quzte farilies --

-~

o

c2d nol enough erghesis on centers as plzcés Tor veosie (both children to

ble settings in vwiick Lo estetliszy human relzllonshirs <2

» frierdsaiz, ani irust in order tosiznort ond celebraie one zaother

This proposal is -ritten beczuse -'¢ believe the entire nztion ray nak

L

ne sgre nistale, —
/" ©. - <

T essen tied Irpecl on sccies: of hot chill nere end other family sexvices

—

i

evelon fr “he neir. decs”e -1l be in terms of “he immect that these zrogrens
7121 have on human rele’ionshics. These ae Trogrems can sirensgt hen and
ernence relgtionships, or they cc Zurther isolste people,/foster ng greester and

creater €ependency (on professionals, institutionms, beauraérecies, or ideologies).

The importance of da; cere is rost o_uen described in terms of “he ermloyment

[

T wozen or the education of pre-school ehildren. Bui its irract on society can

-

be far more profound. The future o2 day care zan affect all.of us ~~ our ability to

.

love, to hate, to trust, to velue, 1o exploit, %o care for, or to be cared for by

others. ’ y .. ‘ :

We believe that the3§§xt three years will be critical years in he developnent
- \“ . ]

of’a natiorfal child care policy and eventually a nafional child ‘care sysitem., The -
patioﬁal lobby for day care grows in strength and‘donviction. Child care bills

end amendments are reintroduced in each session o Congress. While government

deliberates, more and mdie vamen join the work force, thousands of groups develop new

. 1. .
day care centers and other new child care progpaés. A Senatoy tests his Presidential




‘prospects as the champion of the American family. President Nixon tentativeli

‘supports a negative income tax. Others speak of saving children or ﬁreserving

childhood as though they were forms of fossil fuel, Mucﬂ_of this is silliness or

’

grotesque but it is the stuff that dreams and 'governgnen"h- policy are often made of.

“
- A .

- Bank Street édllege of Education
March, 1974

NOTE: ~ .

)

Thig essay was oriéinally written as part of our préposal for funding.
It wés'also an attempt to gather our thoughts and clarify our vis{on for a re-
newed effort to support the development of programs that selected family-centered
comﬁrehensive approaches to child care by parent And community groups. We're
grateful to the Day Care and Child Development Coun?il of America for reprinting

N .
it so that we could share it with a wide audience,

~ .

We'd like to hear from and exchange ideas and support with others who share
the vision we have tried to describe. !

The Staff

- The Day Care Consultation Service
Bank Street-Co}lege of Education
610 Wegt ll2th Street
New York, New York 10025

(212) 663-T200 .

a i

~October 197k,

’
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" I. DAY CARE AND THE FANILY o -

4

-
It is useful to begin this discussion by contrasting the organization and the

"operations of a2 narrowly deﬁinéd day’ care cenﬁer vith phe o;ganization b& vhich a
hypothetical family manages its daily life. - 4 ' -

Our family will be called Antrobus.* Boﬁh varents work to suéport their three
chlldren, ages 13,.8 and 4. .They are vhite, lowr-income, registered Democrats, who
dornot attend chﬁrch regularly.

The Antrobus farily operates as a hignly complex multi—purpbse organization
which nas as its goals survival and at times conviviality. This femily organization
undertakes to nmeet a wide range of needs for itseli and its members -- nutrition,
housing,’income maintenance, health, education, recreation, companionship? care for
the elderly, and child care. .

The’Antrobus organiiation is complex. It reflects their aspirations and uses
the resources the members can find within themselves -- especially Mrs. Antrobus,
who wrks hard all day and then comes home to cook dinner for five and clean up the
house -- and the resources they can find outside fhe family.

An especially valued part of the Antrobus organization is the Antrobus Child
Care System (ACCS). When Mrs. Antrobus hes time to stop and think about it, she is

especially proud of. how well the ACCS usually functions.

¥The name "Antrobus’ is a reference to the Antrobus family in The Skin Of OQur Teeth

. by Thornton Wilder. What Wilder was saying was that our day-to-day relationships
with each other and life are among the most significart of human activities.

¥

v




The Antrobus Child Cave System includes:

1) A day care center for the %ohrfyear—old.
- ‘ 2) An'élementary school for the eight-year-old .
‘ 3) A junior high school for the thirteen-year-old.
‘It also includes: |

4) The thirteen-year-dld Antrobus vho "looks out' for the elght-year
old after school.

5) Friendly neighbors, one of whom will always be there as a back-
up system in case the thirteen-year-o0ld is kept after school, or
who for a small fee will take a mildly sick child for a day
' {although }Mrs. Antrobus herself misses work if the illness is just -
starting or is sericus).

6) Provisions for night-time, week-end, and short-term child care
services by perents, siblings, relatives, friends, babysitters,
and- others.

7) And finally, as an important but -- gratefully ~-- little used part
of the ACCS, Mrs. Antrobus knows that her neighbor would come over
to watch the children at anytime, even in the.middle of the night,
if something should happen and Mr. and Mrs. Antrobus had to rush
to the hospital in an emergency.

This hypothetical family child care system would not be much less complicated

had we chosen a smaller family, or for that matter, a family in which the mother

4

4£? {izs not employed.  What is important to point out, however, is that a family's child

care system is part of, not separable from, its total organization for the

ranagement of life, the organization that reflects their resources and their

ﬁspirations. But wvhat is most important is that the day:to—day arrangements and
relationships by and through vhich a family managés its life and the ii&es‘of its
members is a statement of their existence. It reflects their velues, their culture
and history as]well as their resources and their aspirations for the future; it is

¢en affirmation.

K
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ERI!

‘ ' .
* .

! It is importent to note that "dey care" is not the sun total of their Child-

i .

Care System. . -

Y

+ . - I

‘1) To the extent that a day care center limits its function.to the

« A .

care of pre-school children during the "normel,” or presumed, hours of wrk, it

becomes a smaller and smaller pigce of the family's child care system.
2) To the extent that a day care center limits its concerns and ,

services to pre-school childrea amné not to the other members of the family, .

it vecomes a siill smaller rvert of the outside resources of the totel family

organization, end less relevant to the family's efforts to meet its many other
» «

neecs.
! AY

From this point of vier, it is easy to see vhy parents "don't get involved"

in their children's day cere centers, and why "they don't come to meetings" to learn

about the educational program oiffered by the day care center.

The sta®f nembers at the day care center -- both profesglonal and non-professional

-- heve been required by the government to involve parents in the center's progran.

« - Y

They know and believe thot pareants should be involved in Wpat goes on in the class-

room, and they have put a significaﬂt amount of time and energy into their. "parent 7 7,

involvenment p?ogram.“* T ' . .
The concerns of the staff membérs focus almost entirely on what goes on in ihe

eenter and the classroom, not on the total family, and not on creating meaningful

dialogue between the program and the family. " -
- . . ’ N /

‘

#And these are only  parent’ involvement programs' older siblings, relatives,
and others vho do a grest deal of child rearing are seldom invited in to become
invelved.

#

L
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When a staff member or fanily counselor does & "home visit" (and most do not),
. . s ’ / . ,
the purpose of the visit is to get the family involved in the center, not to explore
) )

vays by vhich the centey's program or resources could suppofrt more of the family's
4

child care system or support olther aspects of the family's total life.

.

This solipsistic classroom-orientation is part of the reason why day care

) -~
staff merbers so o7ten come to the conclusion that parenis --‘especially voor \\\—-
s h A T 3Y I

A v

ninority group parents vho mey be culturally different from the staff members --

- are gpathetic or don't care sbout their childrén.
Fd : ¥
The staff repbers cannot acknovledge or express respect for the human energy

’ a

cnd love tnat goes into constructing and maintaining a family's complex child care

-

sysven, because they know nothing about it. .

Too often, however, the staff members do e:xpress their lack of respect for

the parents and families vho, 'they have congluded, don't care abcdut their children.
. Waen the staff members' conclusions”are associated with prejudices such as ’
classism, racism, or sexism; the result is a devastating breakdoun of comrmnications .

Q >
end most often another "put down" of the merbers of a'poor minority family, their
A !

, s . e . s
. culture, their history, their resources, and their aspirations for the future. .

.
IS

In this way, narrovly defined day care programs become isolated from the total

life and deveiopment of the child in the family, the commnity, a.d society. And.in

this. way, benign isolation becomes destructive and debilitating fragmentation.

o | . .. Y9
| ERIC - ' S
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. ‘The Antrobus Child Care Systerx is unusual. llirs. Antrobus his dived in Ah'er
' n’eighbgarhood long'-enough o have éstablished' the kindsd of helping relationshigs:
sné -ne;ds ‘co kno":: {:hatl éhe cen count ox ,be.r neighbors”— ax{d :r.ha't .she can couat cn ’
each,pf. th,efn for. If Mrs. Antrobus lived in 2 lelss steble community - such as
~ » . , . , 1)
.Brcxmsvil}.le 1n Brook¥n where elementary schaels nave a yearly pupil turnover of, .

[

. * t ’ . : L . . . .. s

close to 100% ~ she would not have the opportunity to form'suck relationships =ith -
. . * ' - . . LY

her neighbors. . . . N ’

. F 4 '. ’ n

LN The ACCS includes a day care center. There are 6.mi:llion srorking fothers of

.
»

' children under six. But there are fever than 905,000 rlaces in licensed dey care
N ' » . J a

L, . ) . ina” . p
~ centers. The Antrobus child occupies one of ‘these scarce places.
Tep o : , R 3

. v . LY -

.
4 ”‘
‘.

) Mrs: ‘Antrobus is not a single parent. Her i‘nusbar;d 'and her oidest thild are
c \‘ﬁ@,or{ant-l;az'ts of the ACCS.- Her job allows her some flezr.ibiliti," of hours. Her
o'empio;}e; understa.nd.s th;t she has 1o -mis§ Some wqQrk day: when- one ’of her children
. . \
. "isz sick,. and she is not always docked whén that ha.pp'eris.

e Mrs. Antrobus is proud of the ACCS, Jbut she knows it is & house of cards. She
has \seen. it collapse through sickness, missed con’necigions ad misunder‘stand'ings.'
M ' -

. Mrs Antrobus doesn't eoften think a'?dut the ACCS because she.}i,é very busy. She

. R & - Y - . .,
- is proud of the ACCS, but there are other times that she has found that thinking about .
( . . ' o . i %
it can be an unpleasant experience. 'In fact the ACCS seems to fill Mrs. Antrobus! AL

L 4

"life with, contradictions. , FA




A R _— )
To begin vith, lrs. Antrobus feels that both she and her husband. must vork because

.

they have three c¢cnildren. 3ut she 1also feels that because she is the nother of

Y

» .
t%\ ee ‘children she shouldn't be torking at e2ll, and that by ding so she is somehow !

.

not ”doin right" for her childfen, family or sogiety. It is a conflict that nags -
* l T ‘ ) . "

al ner daily end disturbs b sleer.

. ' . A

’ v .
There are tilles vhen !lrs\ Antrobus feels that she knows what's best for her
A

.

» \’ . i
“nildren, but she feels helpless 1o do anything sbout »aet she knows, and uncertain
'd
. . * 2oout -thether or no* .she S.right,r . .

.

.

» , < * s
Winen Irs. Antrobus does think about her child care system, two.incidentslkeep
- 4
' coring to nind; two nagzing) ‘scmehow erbarrassing rerories., .

¢ X .

4 .
. P Y -
.

When she nad flrst gotten her job end vas enrolling their youngest child in the

.

day care center, lirs. Antrobus wras greatly troubled about whether or not she was

. - ’ -

' doing the rigat thing for hef ¢hild. Luckily, she ouldn't have to be at her job

eacn de& until ten o'clobk. o, she decided she would plan heﬁkday so she could - .

» .

spend extra time alone v1th ner younaest Chlld in the morning. .

« -
»

But it never vorked out bhat way. The teachers ‘in the day care center.had a.

»n -

rule thav-all children had to arrive before'9:15 a.m. Mrs. Antrobus didn't know
“ rs ' N .

iy the teachers had made the rule, nor what the venal{y would be if the-rule -

srere brolkea, and she had nevéf asked. She theught the teachers ought to know what they

..

o TPV IR U ) . .
vere doing. The center was a nig€-looking place, and the only one in the nelghbor-

,hcod.‘ Irs. robus felt the teachers must be d01ng the right thing, but she also

.
.

felt she had somehow let her Chlld dovn by spending- less time with her than she\\‘_‘ﬁ

~ .

h.ave . h T : R . . . "

.

» . o o P

ERIC
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he second incident <that keeps coming back hadpened several years azo, ier

olde$t son had been shifted fr6r. the siith grade cless - the group of children L .

. he had inewm since xinderzarten- to ¢ more advarced grour. 3Iveryone -as proud, But
R .

she ‘e_, it wes a mistake. She cowlld tell that 2er son wasn't happy. 3ut waen she

. , .
hat sne vas being over-nrouecblve

“el*ed to the rrinzirel coout her concer",

i

and rer ‘rothering” was gettiagz in the e I om son's acaderic advancement. She
Leens renérbering that- conversation with the rrincinal, not suré *hat she believed

&

nir then, nos sureJ ‘hat cne belleves it no:,
13

One niznt a Zew rontls ggo, rrs. antroous “:as bucking in ner youngest child, a

faughter aged four. On the -ray out of the vedroor, s, troous naused to geze

.

a* the sleep

|_|.

> ~ ) Y s 4 o 1 . ~e A
ng child ., GShe -rondered vhat 1ife --ould be like for her in fifteen-

vears, cnd suddenly ixs. Antrodbus found hersels struck wiih a deep sense of .
v > J -~
loneliness and helglessness. . .

tanding there in.the darkened bedroon gazing 2t her sleeping child, lixs.

‘

"\

vtrobus vas suddealy certain that she and her nusband vere the orly people in the

.

vhole trorld <tho would lRok at her child and ask bhemselves.that question.
lrg. Antrobus is white, with a low income. She and her husband ¥now.they are
. 11 - -

* feeling end clothing their children. Yet sociely leaves Mrs. Antrobus -
exy little room to enjoy thinking about her children. However, she still can gaze

at ner sleeping child and ask herself about her child's future. g
There are mil;ions{of pQOY, minority parents of millions of other sleeping

childaren for’whopfthelquestion itéelf is a luxu}y.j Aﬂé many of thém know +hat

they cd&ld ask it the ansvér tﬁé& would' find swrould be that the %uture will be the

quiedb desperation'of zoday . . , .
. ]
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JII. HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE ON TODAY'S CHILD CARZ PROBLENS

There is much momentum in the movement thafJ the cere of cqlldren in cey
s
cexe centers. Our nation's chjld care needs are greaf, but they will never be
. , 1
met adequately by dey care centers-alone. Ir order to understand this romentum

P -

)y - N 4 3 4 fal ’ - ° . - -
and to conceptualize the variety ol  possible solutions to our child care needs,

it is necessary <o understand the limitations of the day care center as an

'( v ‘
. . . s e eps . v .
institution +- to trace its origias and significant changes -- apd to revieuw

i rd
i

e a C s s A s .‘ . . ¢ - ' . s
the nore informal kinds of child care that have historically and still co-exist
\ A . -

with *he day care center.
! ’ v
lodaa s debate of ten soundS'as if day care"centers are the wave of the future

"hlch »-ﬁff progress prevalls ~- w11l soon blot cut antiquated modes of child care.

Thig- shouldlnot be %he directlon e bake. The qualities of lntlmacy inherent in

N T ,
many of "the informal kinas of child caxe musﬁ(be joined with day care centers. Illot

only are these kinds of child care often desirable alternatlves to center carea
k4

they in fact may prOV1de the keys to ways in whlch centers can preserve and

. foster intimacy. ' ) ' .

. A, Origins of Today S Day Care Center .

The web of today's esxrly childhood education offerings iﬂ?ihe United States .

. 4 4
+ comes from three disparate histeric strands, still identifiable in current texms

~

.as da& care, kindergarten, end nuyrsery schools.

‘




-

& ’ ,

-

re Tirst day care and the first kindergarten in the United States can each

te rrced to the nid-nineteenthr century,# but ther had different Burppean perentage

‘

3

an? --ere founded here for different ressons. The educational program known as
. ~

nared by'Ffoebel, a man who thought young childnood shou;d“be

own nad veer. Germen enigres. set ur the first kindergarten in

’ Al F £, - - - - . . . ’ o~
ducative groqth of yopgg children spread cuickly in America in tHe 1850's and

.

‘ >
LY . o . . A
10&0's, often as a part of Tublic or private elerentary schools. L
L . »
[ L J .
Tre Tirst nursery -ras opeaed by Margaret liciddllaer in ZEngland in lgﬂf, in a

heavily industralized slur area of London. Health stydies nad found 80 per cent

L) (Y

of Enzlish®children were nealthy at birth, but only 20 ver cent afere healthy ~whnén

[N

.

‘ .. ' . ) o .
taev ‘entered school. That the zozl 1as education 2s 7ell as good health is showm -

s .

F . . e ‘ :

by the fact that she named it a "nursery school."%24/ hurgé}y schools spread rapidly
s

- . Soe .
in America about ten years later, with Freud,/ﬁésell, liorftessori and Dewey as their

- s -

. X ’
sources of educational philosoply . They vere closely allied intellectuglly with
. ) a

f}ogresgive education, and a mmber of progressive elementary schools encompass
. /

t
»

“There ‘jere imstances in"the Unifed States of schools for young children even before .

the 185Q's: Robert Owen's infani school in New Harmony, Indiana, of 1825; and infant
sehoolk in Hew York and Boston in 1827 and 1828. These, however, seem to be "Leif
Erickson" ancestors -- no continuous development from these foundings ~-- as opposed to
the "Christopher Columbus! foundings of kindergarten and day nurseries in the 1850's,
vhich took root/and were videly copied immediately after the first experiments.
**Carroll Atkinson and’ Zuggne T. Maleska, The Story of Education. New York: Bantam
Books, 1962, 9. 128. ' ‘
- A guotation, from,

"liursery Schools Fifty Yedrs Ago," Young Children, XXXVII,.

L, 1972, p. 209. -~ ,
o - ‘ ) 10
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oLavses classes as/vell as .the g:“ceSE ‘he Lgber~tory Scacol of the University of

1

Tourted Ly CJonn Tewey,in 1C95, and <ie e York City schools we nov xaor”
s Ci%ty &nd Country, VUsiden, ond 3ank S'*eet School Zor Children, ell dating fzom .

v *

L Ta N

. . " a - s . : >
1o, eers. bu under five. n*"”*;7 Adams Zlipt, ¢ pioneer in nursery scnools,

' '
vesorts tiat leny of tae esrly nurse*" 5cho0ls served The sane socioecononic group 3.
55 ¢, he preseat-day Head 3tert trograns,’ such eo her o:n Ruggles Sirect Scnool
in 325von and lerrill-Polirer Institute In Detroit. -,

~he nidlle class, avvever, ¢ulckly adopied aurser) scrools for taeir om

-

cnilire., cal created z varicnt, the psrent cooperetlve oursery scnool: the first

" -

especlally qas rany cooneratives hat have erxistéd continuously for decades.*#*

-~ <
Thé schecdule of kinder;arten and nursery school as set by Qducational goels,

Al . 1 J v 1 3 -
and, Gespiie their rhetoric ¢f serving Yhe riicle caﬂﬂu, botn assure thet a chilc

. '

i1l spend muck of his waking hours and receive 205t of his neals at home. 3Both

.

are nov institutions geared Werge_J to the middle class family of two parents,

b

R . .
. one 0¢ vhon (nmeale earns the fanily's living, and the other (femele) vho maintains
3

the nome and nas primary responsibility for tne children.

#Laurence A. Cremin, The Transformation of the School: Progressivism in American
Bducation, 1876-1957. New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1961, o. 135 ff: Also Cornelia
Goldsmitn, Better Day Care for the Young Child Through A llerged Govermmental and
ilongovernmental Effort: The Story of Day Care in Ilew York City. Washington, D.C.:
llational Association for the Education of. Young Children, 1972, ppo. 86-37.

#*Eliott, "Nursery Schools," pp. 211-12.

+*Yatharine Whiteside¥faylor, Parent Cooperative Nursery Schools. New York:
Teachers Collége, 1958, p. 3.
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K The day nursery was created on the model ¢ the French creche, and was concerned
- - B

. ,

witn the plysical care of the ckildren pf working rothers; usually widows, deserted

ives or vives of drunkards’or other deficient fathers. The first day nursery vas

cpened in 3oston in 2838 to cere for the children of seamen's wrives and widoirs,”
cnd & dospital opened the first Ileir York City nursery in 1854 to care for children
of Torrer natients vho had to vorl: and for the bebies of wet nurses -- children who

/ ® e

often died for lack -of sufficient rilk.¥* Founded to assure the survival end
vrotection of young children, dar care is still-so linked in the vublic nmind writh

rere cusvodial care that, as late as 1972, the U.S. Office of Education did not
) £ ’ -
iaclude dey cere children in iis census of early cunildhood education.®—* Unlike the

™~

. xincergarten ani tne nursery school, no theoretical godparent for the day nursery

- . . LR ‘ .
The cay nursery movement developed rapidly after the Civil War in response o

the large iaflux of immigrants and the industrialization and urbanization of society.

, .

The day'aursery was often described as a "temporary expedient which, with improving ¢«

-— “

econonic end social conditions, wolld naturally be phased out of existence. it *

. Iy v
yiey were to provide an alternalive to institutionalizing poor, homeless or unsupervised
L RE VY he

- -
~

i ) ’ ) .
. D : ‘ X . . LA e
' . ‘ ) ¢ . N ’ ) ‘4;%(
"\ ° b "1‘ %'e
%Xizginia Kerr, "One Step Forward -- Two Steps Back: Child Care's Long American .

History," in Pamela Roby, ed., Child Care -- Who Cares? New York: Basic Books, -

1973, p. 158. £
s P

**Margaret O'Brien Steinfels, Who's Minding the Children? The History'hndﬂPolitiqs of' s

. Day Care in America. New York: Simon and Schuster, 1973, p. 36. . Compare Kwashiorkor x
(4frican), malignant melnutrition; literally, the disease of the child whose mother |
has hed a baby; the toddler wastes avay vhen the mother nurses the infant. Also
Goldsmith, Better Day Care, pp. 80-81. .

***Linda A. Barker, "Preprimary Enrollment October 1972," National Center for Educational
‘Statisties, U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare, Publication No. (OE)
73-11411, p. 1. :

f‘***Steir}(fels,!Who's Minding the Children?, p. .50.

‘3
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children, and to encble poor' mothers to gain ermloyment -- until swipmen-would be

toyed to their proper place in the hore. -

Staffing was 2t first minipal:
. ‘
The Weyside Dey ljursery in.1CCL hed a matron and two assistants tho
vere 14 years of age. The three yerformed 211 of +the work of the
. nursery, including "“tzshing and oreadmaklnb, excent during the :
surmer months." Their day began #t-6 ALl when theﬁ 1it the fires.
and ended at 9 P.M. vhen they banted them; from 7*A.li. to 7 P.L.
they cared for about sgi:ty children.# = g
14
What is striking about ®er is hov meny of +odey s ‘vilot rroject ”:vg;e .0

i7ithin the scope of at least some of the early day,nurseries lcng,hoars, WeeL- .

" '1,0

end care, infant and ,2fter-school vrograms, care of s' cgzﬂiren, ai?an
. .. '((._ '~A '”
-options, erergency coverabe for = sick;rmother, Taresl QQgcatldn.**

" % .

. The gifferences in length of the day for day nurseries and for nursery schools vas

. \

. -, . g ' . - ‘ v
not as great in the-early days as it is now, as nany early nursery schools were open
- - i
/'

at 1353%’5; long as the grade schools, liiss Eliott says that 'The difference betveen

"

o~
EA

. . . - i
- 2 'day nursery' and a 'nursery school' is largely one of motive.... Parents placed

L8

"mtaeif chilcren in nursery schools for t?e sake of their children, not just because

ﬁhey needed a place vhere a chlld could stay during the day... ﬁay nurseries were

really for parents- nursery schools were for children.***

1

¥Steinfels, Who's Minding the Childrenz, p. 6.
**Steinfels Who's Minding the Children?, p. 42.

***Eliott, Tlm:sﬁm&honls T p. 211,
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Tre real of <ne day aursery riovement aprears to rave been apbout 191.0-1620. By

L] -~ T4 : sS4 . . - :
021, there were 600 day nurseries across vhe county s7ith 110 in llew Eork\blty
P ). b
t
-, . =02 "Sore 40,000 of liew York's children of tie soor iere served in this vay.'™™ The
o . .
“ *i220's ustered in great cnanges in the doy rursery. First, with small quotas )

. t-}
© inmcsed onrimmigratlon there vas a drop in anrollrents and waiting'lists; some day

nuwrserles closed entirely <then fwad-raising veceme rere difficult in the Depression.

Second, a growing concern inat dey nurseries meet standards under voluntary aand thnen :

soverarert regulciiloas; st the beginning there ere only safety and space limiis.

-

3ut, ©hird, srofessionalisr chenged <he stafling, sdith nursery atiemdants being re- .

vloced Ty trained teachers ond the day nursery's "friendly visitor," who had often

beel a vo1 wateer merber of the bogrd, being replaced by irained social workers.

The large influx o professionally trained ieachers and social .workers into the
-

- nurseries had tio irmortant consecuences. The first was to limit the ages of thae

children wio rere cared for. 'From the 1920's on, the presence of infants and younger
. ‘

cailliren carme to be coansidered ineppropriate. This happened not because the need for

o

such care had vassced but becauseﬁthe new personnel of the day nursery were not prevared
» 4

-
.

0 care<?8r them'* -- specifically, not prepared o change” babies! diapers and toilet-

* train the toddlers. . B .
~ y ! .

A ' . , . ) . <. .
Tae second change, accorpanying the rise of professional social work, was that
B i s %
. , " i . .
Coy .urseries found themselves vith a nei public image - "a custodial and undesirable

3
i

A .
t \
. a .
¥ .
- *
. S
. ¥Goldsmith, Better Day Care, p. &2. ' o A
'"atelq;els, Who's Minding the Children?, p. 59 ) ' o A
. - “t . . .
Al 4 ' )
) - 1h - o
. "} - P
- . ’ . -
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Smy baby if she wants to. But telling rle to stay at home is too rmuch!'™ The put~-dowm

ic - :

s e L

/

service for women ahd femilies 1tho vere not normel." Day nurseries had become z form -

of "treatmeht,"'or intervention into, éociall; vethological families. The early ‘
attitude vas one that -- in the &ktreme -- meant "a nursery prided itself on never
refusing an‘applicant"; it became one vhere the social vork;f vould refuse to admit
a child: "Lgaying tHe office after an intake intervie: with the Day-Nursery case=

worker, Mrs. Santo sputtered: 'I guess I knotr ry own business pest. She can refuse
. ' . .

.

that Mrs. Antrobus senses was slready coning dovm on rothers in the 1920's, »
A Y

s
"normal, socially healthy" families do not need chifld care, and that there is some-

thing "wrong" with families who do. But it is the affiliation of dey:‘care with case-
y - ) .

work, nothpubléc funding, vhich stigmetized day care. Public funding has not se

stigmatized elementary, secondary or higher educastion.

.

The greatest growth of day care prior 10 jjorld War II was oa the nursery schdol,

nov the cay nursery, pattern. This growth had as its impevus, not so much the needs

‘

of children nor necessarily +the sbsence of the mother from the home, as the great
unemployment of teachers .in the 1950's. The Works Progress Administration%created

nursery schools of which "all personnel, including teachers, cocks, nurses, nutritionists,

. * a ?.
clerical workers, cooks, and janitors, were to come from the relief rolls. By 1937

. . i

’ : \ .

* . i
¥Steinfels, Who's Minding the Children?, pp. 6@ and 6k4. .




110,000 children wrere being cared Zor under the‘progng;,‘vhith is still considered by

W

»rol esswonels to nave hrov1d=a e:cellent heelta end nutlritional care as -ell as

education.™ Funds were channelec tarough state ienartwe"us of education, not

wrelfare, and nurseries vere usually WOCaued in nublﬂc schools.

~

(o)

’

denarfiénts o
-~

. - i < s - 1 siq A
tiorld War II made it vatrioticelly acceptable Tor mothers of young cnildren to

LY

07N, Facilities Act of 19k1) was Dassed by Consress 'to

The Lanher act (Commu“ity

teet A a f’f*V-fi Ty b ne socizl service needs of var *raﬁted areas, '#% and

a ‘

1OO of the 170n WEA nurseries were continued as day %are centers under

1oLs then Lion and a2 half children were in

“In July, , Lore a mill

care’ in 2300 centers.¥ ‘ _

Despite pleas by social vorkers to nele casevork and f

‘ el‘gible for the
ublic works apd

U..Cua

the

agency ruled that these w

orily dgy care
re, not: considered .

were, une*e~ore, ineligivle for fundi

ne .

The drai-

oacL tc the fact
supplying labor for war industries
for dey care services, and the care provided -ras

thet the agency had been concerneq pr
wes thet no standar
wholly %supervised by

imarily with
ds had been set

locel groups who had agreed to sponsor the centers.
care, therefare, veried considersbly. After the war,
factor that led sociel tvelfere forces
centers as a disaster quickly done away
t0 be repeated.¥¥*

vith and, dD

Postirar demobilization of day care centers t:os as

fun

e .

the Arry, and subs,antial'feQeral ds irere not cgain investe

3ociel Security Arendments of 1967. Howvever, a e localities

“q:

K
*Kerr, Cnild Care =- Who Cares?, v. 162.
+einfels, Who's Minding the Children?, p. 67.

' iuls

vnlsteln;els Who's linding the Children?, p. 67.
s St elnfels, Vho's lMinding ‘he Children?, 60 .
S
) - 16 - .

——

Jin2d !
ERI!

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

The quality .cf
it ves tbls'ﬁrn

to:lock upon the v artlme day care

efully

-~

, never

o 47

-
[y

demobilization of
d in day care until the

continued their pibgréﬁs




’
“

with lbcal tax suppo?t: he‘stqtes'of California, Wash{égton and Massachuéetts,

and fhe‘c;ties of Washiniton, D.C., Hartforf, Detroit, Philadelphia, and New York

, €ity. 1In fact, the long Tun trend after the war was for increasing numbers'of women

to be employed ou£Eide e home, including %he mothers of children under

six: in 1950, one and fwo~third miliion.mothers of children under six were

working; in 1960, it was three and one-third million, and by 1972, it wgs"six

million working motherg of pfe-schoolers. While the numbér of working mothers

increased by the millibns, éll through. this peri;d the number of places in day

care centers numbered/only in the hﬁndred thousands -- 185,000 in 1963, 625,000 ) .
in 1970, 905,000 in 1?73. This vas only a fraction of the World War II capacity. .
The states and cities‘that kept their modest tax-funded day care progiams had

read the trends bett?r than had the natioéal govermment .,

The effort in California, Washington, D,.C. and New York .City was to create

small day care systems exempt from larger national trends and~federal legislation. _

L

|

Hobever, in the late l960’s, as these day care systems applied for the matching funds
\available under the Social éervices Amendments to the Social Security Act, they once
egain became accountablé‘to federal policy. And they,‘like the day care systems
/énly newly created with fhese federal funds, found themselves with centers which were
part of the national welfare?gystem, clearly“oriented toward "t;patment" for femily
‘ pathology. This has aiso produéed an easily corruptible day care systems which the
|

federal government now seeks to operate primarily as a support for welfare "reform"

\ programs, not as a support for children and families. ' L o

: A L
¢
“

\ o - ; L

|
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-»

- The association of day care w’th social pathology and with enployment, rather
than with child-rearing, generally has become an irmortant tradition has given - <\

. 3
day cere a welfare image, distasteful to a large vortion of the DOﬂula¥idh

The association of.day care '1tn rathology, is reoutted by sone of the ~

.professionalg. Florence Ruderman argues that "Day care is for normal chlldren

-

from normal homes,’ and urges that adm1ss1on to day care be 1ndenendent of social

" 2
~ »

casework.

Mothers on all class levels work for dlverse and complex reasons; in
1tself, the decision to work should not be seen-as calling for case- -
work eveluetion; and programs directed to working mothers should not
be formilated in.terms of problem cases. .These are a minority and
snould not obscure the totelity.*

And certainly tﬁe spate of new:parent cooperative day tare centers, often
¢ , . .

built on strong feminist underpinmings, do not consider that a nother's need for

§

day care is péthologicél.%*
foday, day care has become an“uheasy amalgam of .the day nursery and the
‘ . . .'
nursery school. . ' ’ .

Unfortunately, this amalgan has too often resulted in distortions of boﬁh the

original inétitqtidhs,_ratggr than a combination of their strengths. Too often,
day care is not viewed in the total ecology.of the child's life and development,.

but rather as a therapeutic solution both to the femily's pathology and to the™

child's cognitive deficiencies. The day care centers that the professiona}s point

g

\

¥Florence Ruderman, Child Care and Working Mothers: A Study of Arrangements Made for

" Daytime Care of Children. New York: Child Welfare League, 1963, p. 339.

¥¥See_Elizebeth Hagen, "Child Care and Women's Liberation," in Child Care -- Who
Cares?, pp. 284 £f, and references. . - , ..
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! "lth-or1Q3 are like ten- hour nursery schools, ‘while ‘they criticize many centers

N
as substendard, that is, éi latlos of steff to children, not employing licensed

-’

teachers, aot -ol;oW1ng,an educaolonal curriculun. Those who wish to improve the.
. "” .
. ' . . N
zajority of day cawé centers become preoccupied 1ith classroom planning and
» e .

4 . \
B L] »
-

orogramming. o A ) '

Lol _ .
It seems highly' likely that this preoccupation with classrdon progragming and

c*“riculum'has cften di;traoted'peOple's gtténtion fror the étber‘important fgctors -

such es the go’efof oarenu;*wn the center apd in child rea;lné, the DUrposes "of the

legislo:ion through vhich & orogram';s ?uqded ox <he gdﬁlnlstration o? a program or
Y

cenoex --kvblc?/also have s?gnx icant 1:nacu on the quality of experience a cenuer

v can offer’ children aod famlllés: Thus a, narrow, 1nward—look1ng ¢lassroom oriootatiog

contrioute; to the soparatgoh ﬁhao i; so often found between vhat happens in a

N w7

day care center and what -happens to children in all %he rest of their Jives and

- -«
experienceé in the family, cormundity and larger society, .
L - o . . k/r
- ' N : . . ‘ . N J . .
. _ ’ ﬂ\ ' - L4 I
: Cel ¢ Lol ©
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B. Historical and Contemporary Alternatives to Center Care-

ost of those concerned for children of working mothers define the problem
as how few children are.in licensed day care centers, It appears.that the only
- ' ’ ) - )

: time.a substantial proportion of the mnder-six children of working mothers were .

-

in federally funded day'care centers was during World War II, and "it has been
estimated that the Lanham centers could not have served more than 40 per cent, of ' ~ .

" the children in need of care,™ Today perhaps 10 per cent are in private and public

‘

centers together while only five per cent of economically dlsadvantaged children
4
are in federally funded day care ,*¥ . . 5 </ .

" 'Almost all voices deplore§that the vast majority of children are not in

.

licenséd programs, and assume that all other arrangeménts are poor gquality. Clearly, -

-

some arrangements do seriously:neglect children: the Low-Spindler study in 1968
found at least 18,000 children under six _were latcthey children.*** In addition

to those who need care because their mothers ‘are working, there are outright cases

*

of childﬂabuse, in numbers hard to fix, where & child -- and his or(her overburdened

-~

parent -- mquld benefit froq separation for substantial portions of the day. 4/*/
[ ! . .

What is proposed to ‘meet these problems is group day care or its more respectable

"

cousin ' comprehensive child development programs ‘But what the recent proposed

federal legislation called comprehensive child care" was not comprehensive of the
varieties of ‘child care co- exzsting in this country “The proposed legislation merely

“called for'greater nubers ‘of narrowly conceived day care centers to provide a more .

oy '
. . »
. A - 1

r L . N R .
TN - * ' " - ._’
) . RN
*Kerr, Child Care*::_Hho Cares°,.p l63 ) i :
#¥Mary Dublin Keyserling, Windows on Day Care. New York: National Council of Jewish
+ Women, 1972, p. 2.
{ . **¥Seth Low and Pearl G. Spindler, Child Care Arrangements of Working Mothers,
Children's Bureau Publication No. bol- l968, U S. Departmeﬂt of Heplth, Educatign

and Welfare l968 o ) . .o )
L L R S . O N . .
- e ) ~20 b o .
TR % : o . 42 ' . '
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.corprehensive range of specialized services to a greater rumber of individual

~ -

‘cgildren.* oo o o L
¥ . -

‘ o,
As a natlon, from the President on aovn, e’ uhlnk ln a false dichotory:
- 3. . P .
either chlldren are au home in the full-time cere oFf their own natural mothers,

b3 . .
or they are in centers in grbwp care. This involves us in the felse strategem of
v >

denying adequate support to large nurbers of centers that do exist, on the premise‘
that this will éutomatically“mean that mothers will stay at home with their
children. In truth only some will do so. Others who feel impelled to work ~--

eluher through economié necess1t5 or. career dynamlcs -- will find some arrangement

(or pauchworn of arrangement s) to enable them to leave their child for the working

>

world.

The discrepency between the title and thé subtitle of a new book is an

’

. H - g
ilddstration: Who's Minding the Children? The History and Politics of Day Care in

»

Arerica. Its subject is in fact the nineteenth century day nursery and its present-

~

day successor, rather than”the myriéd of arrangements that working mothers use Yor th?. '

supervision of about 90 per cent of the children of working mothers. In obther

wﬁ?ﬁs, it is not 2bout who, in the majority of cases, is truly mindiﬁé the childrens
. / .
+ Most children of working mothers are cared for in their owm home by‘thelr

father, some other relative or a paid person whlle the fothers ave at work (47 per
cent found by Low and Spindler; 59 per cent found by Rudermah)} "The sqcond most
prevalent arféﬁgement is care in the home of a neigpbég‘or relative. What few

“ 4 .
of the studies discriminate is the degree to ¥hich parents are satisfied with

the arrangements their have in and around their home, and whether fhoughtful

- e

¥Wnile the  "Child Care and Family Services Act of 197h - 5.375L" currently
under consideration would provide funds for g wide range of child care arrange-
ments .and services, it will take a major effort of rethinking and work within
govermuent, the professiona, and the child care movement to meke the most
possible use of the bill -’ in support of a famlly-centered comprehensive
system. The Authozs - October 197k, -




professionals can, endorse these parental satisfactions.
. .

. ¢ - -
Those vwho are trying to’put our problem in perspective eme increasingly voifit-

ing out to us that the expectation that the netural mother will be the sole and

«

prosperity in the United States and Cenade and some West&fn Buropean countries, that

+

allowed us %o 'indulge in a luxury: .

The later 1940's and 1950"s were simply a period in which socio-
economic conditions -- & labor merket in which neither government
nor industry employers perceived a need for recruiting more female
employees, the virtual disappearance of domestic service as an
occupation, end economic affluence which allowed the mejority of
the big new families to be supported by the husband's income’,
along with the persuasive arguments of Bowlby and others about the
dangers of maternal deprlvatlon --\were all consistent with stay-
at-home mothers. Or to put it another way, there were no strong
trends, such as a lebor shortage, that went against the American
preference for young children to be cared for in their own homes
by their own mothers.*

This relé.’tiv‘é' prosperity could be achieved by half the white‘families onﬂ the

income of the father alone. Today, half the 'families in New York City earning

over families to have both.parents at work to achieve $8,000 or more** The 'post

World War II housiné policj, favoring single~family houses in the suburbs over
- S

mltiple dweliings' in the inner cities, probebl:,' had as M‘l}h isolating the

mother witt}:her four, three s or two childrenﬁ at home as did any deliberate policy

.

':t.owa.rd children themselves.

*ZBarane Bpence Boocock,

Child Development Grant No. OCD-CB-227, 1973, p. s,

**Georgia. L. McMurrey, lecture at the New School for Social Research, Decenmber 13, 1971.

. ‘HH}SO

full-time care-giver of a ch,iﬂ.d was due to an atypical combination of factors of

"A Crosscultursl Analysis of the Child Care Syste," A report
of research supported 'by U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare, Office of




‘ 4 - -
The phenomenon w:as one characterizing the vhite, middle class femily. But
» " : =
it s;:as not alvdys so even with them. Sarane Boocoek cites recent studies that

_l_umlnate how housenold structure has changed over tine: .

k> t

The three-genération model that »e tend to romanticize in our ’
vresent dilemma was never as.cormen as most reople think, partly’-
because until recent times, few people lived long enough to form
long-term three-generation groups, and Darﬁly because with the
exception of a few atypical periods it nistory, the aged have
normally been considered a burden to their young relatives.

Moreover, the three-generation family, where it did exist (e.g., -
among the wealthy in vre-comrmnist China) was a stlfllng
environment for many of its members (females and the young in ' *

varticular). What households of the vast were more likely to |
contain vere apprentices, servants ané other persons not
necesserily related by blood. They wgre also more likely <o.
contain the male head of the housenold for longer veriods of
time, since his work was often in or near the home.* |
When both varents work, or one parent in single-narent families, a

1

. relative or someone outside the family must provide care for the children., For

most treschool childyren, Chlld care has been nrov1aed by relatlve;y corplex

. constellations of kith -- those De0ple to whom one is llnked by bonds of

obligation, friendship and proxlmlty, but not blood relation -- and kin,

relatives 1nclud1ng older siblings of young chlldren *%
Alice Collins and Diane Panconst, writing about "natural helping networks™

and child care by kith, point out that:
There is considerable evidence that the support of kith is assuming
more importarice for many people as the extended family becomes’

- less available. It may be that pe0ple are making use of a greater
varlety of helping relationships +ith frlends, neighbors,

e

#Boocock, Crosscultural Analysis,"'pp. 12-13; author's, italics.

*+Afler passage .of a compulsory school lav in 1910, Californi;hgsaga—zgw;écessary
to provide public-school nurseries for young children in order to cut down the
truancy of the older siblings (Kerr, Child Care -- Who Cares?, p. 159).

( ‘ ’ ~
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acqua ntances, nro7e55101a1 end pareproiessional helpers, and
zernaps assign these relationships rore specialized functions

than wes true in the zgricult ural village .* -
. , - . ’ »

These informal but corplex arranser-“ts by -rhaich rmost children are czred

A\ ] .
Por -nile t%eﬂr *a*eqts vork do epprear to have cnanbel in their natu.e over
recent-decades, Day care econorists lary Potter Rove and Relph Husby state . ’

thel "ehild care srrangenents exnecr to be for increasingly longer hours; they

occur nore and more frequently ouiside the nore ad are nore geqera,ly pai“ for
P - . - ” 38}
in ¢esi nov than in 1965; in 1271 forral arrangenenis are also more comon ihen

in 1965."™ # Thus there appears %o e a trend tovcrd monetization; informmal child

~

cere Pr* agements by kith thx ough perver and obligetion is being converted into

money agreerents,

~ ]

It is difficult to determine what this trend mesns to the lives of
caildren. Certainly it may indicate a changing attitude tovrard child rearing in

society, an attitude tovard child rearing as a specielized function increasingly

~ ! T
-

separate from the traditional domains of kith ond kin. ) i .
Fi - - 0 .

. 'y .
Ld .

¥From an unpublished draft manuscripﬁ "Natural Helping Netvorks" by Alice H. Collins
end, Diane L. Pdncoast which is most helpful. The definition of "kith," above, is also

from this source. 77
#*¥Elizabeth Rowe in Child Care: Who Cares, New York: Basic Books, 1973, p. 99.
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ITI. NEEDED:, COMPREHENSIVE FAMILY CENTERED APPROACHES TO CHILD CARE

<

Americans tend to think.that the Famlly is }the cornerstone or our society,
and that the socié%y is s‘@portive of families. Congress is very loath to leglsla*é
dlrecﬂy on matters ai‘fectlng children and family life because .it would breach the

prlvacy of the home Yet much federal leglslatlon doe’\ﬁave mpact on fa.m:.ly

life -~ indirectly and directly

A}

The result is that there is federal leglslatlon that does in fact affect
o

fam:Llles but because legislatlon is not evaluated ﬂ:.rst for its *détentlal impact

.sar

on families (in the way that notentlal environmental ~impact is studi%;i nrior to

commitment to large pro,Jects), thé result is unintended and Senator Mondale has
labelled it "mindless”:

My argument is that they (the Government) are involved in the

wrong wayss They are damaging families, not deliberately, but

in just sort of a mindless way. Through a whole host of policies,

we .interfere with, pi'event and sometimes even pardlyze families T
‘from doing their ,Job...It s not neglect; neglect assumes that you 've
thought about the question. It's simply mindless.¥

He cites the effect of offerlng welfa.re to fatherless children, resulting in the
necess1ty for unemployed fathers to leave the.home before the children get aid,

and the effect of public housing and highway projects that destroy neighborhoods
. ‘O

where "grandfather used to live doyn the street.” ' .

It is important to draw a distinction between federal policy, which is
established by legislation, and social behavior, which describes what people do, not
necessar,ﬂy what Congress says'theﬂr do. When behavior has changed, but there is not

yet wide understanding of the extent of the cha.nges, people ma.y regard their own

»

-

FInterview by Nedine Brozan, The New York Times, February 26, 1974, p. 32.
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parent that government or society provides her with assistance. s

behavior as a deviation from the norm when in reality it may be part of a wider

norr.. People's perceptions are affected by their experiences, their culture and b
- - =y = 3

L4

' ryth S : ' ~

.

. .

Our at:itude toward working women provides an excellent example of the conflict

s . . . ' . : - .
between perceptions and reality. The mytn ¥s that most women stay home and raise

children.’ ‘Eﬁffacﬁ, the majori%y‘of 21l woren, the majority of mothers of children
under 18, and the majority.of mothers of children under 6, are employed. ,But

-

because ve do not have a general recogwition of £his fact, our attitude is that if
2 mother of young children works, she deviates from the porm of mothers, and the

attendant provlems of child care are for her to deal with uniquely and in isolation.
' * ' . " -
We consider it her own obligation to arrange and pay for child care, hot,the

obtigation of the government, her employer nor the social welfare agencies of’her

M «

commmnity. It is only when she is wery voor and considered to be a deficient *

]

R <

ﬂ furthe; example of myth is the belief that the white family is strong and ?He <
,Black familﬁ‘i; weak, and the wh?fe fa@ily is thexstandard ?Q wpich|the B}ack'
f;miiy rust be compared, Whether this is true is'open to doubt. There seems to be
some evidence thét in Tact the proportions of single-parent famiiies.and two~- .f

péren@ femilies aPe becoming more comparable among whites and Blacks. The rate

>~

of divorce is going up, so that more. and more white families are headed by women as

single-heads-of-houseﬁbld. There ;s\alsg'an increased tendency for white women to

keen their bebies born out of wedlock, rather than to put them up fe» adoption.,
. - g . . ) L S

A}

A%

. -'26 - .
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The internal evidence of a recent book, The Single Parent Experieﬂce,* is that it is

dealing uith a,trend that is nev, not absolutely. as the author seems.to think,.but
nevr emong white women, zlthough iflhas frequently existed in the past among Blacks.
"Is there reasoh to c¥y in alerm that the vhite family is breaking down along

just "the lines that the Black farilies is considered deficient?' Or,-rather,

shouvld e not take cognizance of the weys in which Black families seem to bé’l

stidng? Robert Coles is one of those who is impressed by the strength, not the

“ ’

weakness of Black families.**+: Should there not be atténtion to the institution
of the “aunt" or grendmother, the non-hother female relative, and sometimes non-

relative, wvho so frequently is responsible for child care while the mother vorks?
e . i. > .
£na vnet gbout the exchange of children -- sending young ones to the South (or,

in the case of Caribbean people, to the’islands) to be raise@.in more rﬁ%al

¢

surroundings, while ybung adults come North or to the cities, and stay with

-

relatives or kith while they ere students or getting started in jobs.

Ameri-an social science seems to have a fixetion on the strength-weakness image

-

of only one kin relationship, that of marrfage,‘that the relative strengths of other

13 - f
-

kinship ‘ties seems neglected. The divorce rate might not seem suech a disaster to
the "American family if we incluéed within our professional interest other kinds of

”
[

ties.

.
™ . ’ 1

*Carole Klein, The Single Parent Experience. New York: Avon Books, 1973.
*¥*%Children of Crisis: A Story of Courage and Fear. Boston: Little, Browvm and

Campany , 1967.
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The result of‘tying"federally funded day care té welfare reform exclusively --
liriting it to families wno are past, present or potential welfare re?}pients -~ is
the defeat of good dey café in centers. Forces goth from the outside and frorm. '
wi%hin prevent centers from maintaining the vision they held for their centers.

Etternally, government funding agendies, created by legislation and federal

jolicy, Eespond to legislation and federal policy by imdosing requirements: income-

relzted eligibility requiremenis, or requirements about who can teach, or more
subtle prescriptions about now staff should rélate to families.

The governmen; also requires the centers to measure the succes; of federal
policy, and it is easier to measure achievement in terms o% nurbers of peovle,
income and race than to measure in terms of the quality of the human experience.
Thus people in the centers are required to count the number of farents who
attended a meeting, rather %han the quality of the experience it provided. Funding
is determined by a required "‘ull time equivalent" enrollmgnt rather than the
grovwth and deve10pment of children.

The combin;tion of federal policy aqd the tendency and requirements to measure
achievement in terms of quantity rather tﬁan quality results in powerful pressures
for day care centers to reflect socie%y's dehumbnizing vaiues and goéls. These
are the powerful forces that attempt to destroy,the vision people may hold for their
cerrber and to replace it with another vision. FPighting ageinst thege forces is

often the most difficult part of operating a dey care center. .

A
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Internally, the forces oI discontent and corruption are manifested by the

tendency toward institutionalization and bureaucratization. It is extremeiy
difficult for institutions -- even small ins%itqtions like day care centers =--

t; continue to change,‘to re-evaluate, to love and to grow. Institutions teﬁ@ %o
do the ;ame thing, and to fa1l into the easy habits of non-caring patterns. In day
ca;e centeré, these are the patterns of routine non-caring care for children that

vork well for the adults and ask 1o’ questions about children. The routine that

comes vith bureaucratization breeds discontent that clouds the vision of what the.

.

-y

center might become. - o T

- The result of these conflicting forces on day‘caie centers is to sepérate the
wey we organize,our day care centé;s and child care programs from the way Tamilies
oréanize their lives. | '

Another example of iegislation not considered in advance for its impact on -
femilies and children is the new child care’déduction, éfféctive in'197é.
Potentially, it affects every femily with child care needs. However, since it is
a deduction, not a tax credit, it will be used only'by families whose i;cdmes are
high ensugh to %arrant itemizing deductions. ‘The child‘care deduction apparently
resulted-as a belated recognition on the part of the Congress that more mothers,ih
the middle income rané; are vorking and are paying fozﬂchild care, not ;rranging
with gran&@others or other kith who might provide ié‘%iee or by barter.

Seéond, the de@uctions are of different amount, dépendent noé‘on any basis éf
the quelifications of the caregiver nor the quality of the care, but on the locatién

-

of the care: payments up to $400 a mdnth are deductible if the care is given in the
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home of the taxpa&er, but if the care is out of the hbme, the monthly limits are
) $200 for one child, $300 for two, and $400 for three or more dependents. This

'

difference rewverds the family that prefers to hire. poor women as domestic se%vants3
.and venalizes families who prefer to place their child in a sghooi or center or
home with a-number of ofher ehildren. It'rewards, in fapf, the situation where
the ne*son who cares for chlldren is the weakest in terms of bargaining power v1s-a—
vis the parents. Wes there a deliberate decision that phis is in fact better for
children qr'for those who care for children? ~Probabl§‘not, probabiy only a ) .
recognition that the family who is theléxclusive employer ,of a caregi&er ﬁill pay
. more then a family who share.the cost of the caregiver Vith other families:

Third, regarding out-of-hiome care, the more children in &' family, the less

can be deducted per child for each one. For one child, the family mgy,ﬁgducf
3200 ger mgnth, bu£ with to children they may only deduct $150 per\month per
child. For three c?ildren, they may deduct only $100 per month per child, ;nd for
more children it is even less. In éact, day cere centers and nursery séhools do

~ not reduce tuitién in this amount for add%ﬁional children from the same family,
althouéh they may make some accomodation. Those mho do make reductlons for additlonal.
chlldren of the same family ere women who care for. chlldren in their own home.

\n s

Perhaps the dlfferences in deductlons for child care assume that Amerlcans are
/ B

just moving from unpaid child eare provided by_fanﬁ}y memwbers, such as a grand-

. mother or an aunt, t6>paid in-homne ehild care. In fact of course nost American

families are at least a generailon away from that klnd of unpald care, if they ever .

| [ATNY
M

had it. In that sense, these differences violate some of the possible good out-of-

home solutions that families may have created. Those who set federal policy seem

1 o

to be ve;yiremo}e'from the actual social practices of families.

v
. . ) — .

S e . - 30.

ERIC L EE Y




The effect of centering thHe national child care debate on whether or ‘not to

P e

increase the number of day care centers has meant a neglect of alternative child care

arrangements. A word should be said on the meaning of alternative in this context.
‘ Jr‘ » .
£ we speak of an alternative school, we know that it is alternative to the Dublic
v . - WY
schpol where the vast majority of American children are enrolled. The alternative

school is a production of the counter-cuwlture which has some resemblance to the
institution it replaces, an& alternative schools often have resemblances from one
to the other.

~But vhen we spedk of alternative child care, it is a congerie$ of arrangements ,

’that families make, and because there are so few day care centers nationwide, it

is not 2 deliberate departure from a maaority institution. § .
Definition of lieed ) L oa ’ -
American child care takes many forms to meet'many differing needs: “licensed -

and unlicensed family day care, co-ops, playgroups, temporary. baby;sitting arrange-
nents, group homes, etc. Some of these arrangements serve_children and their
families well. Some do not. But because our country has’not giren high griority to
supporting.and strengthening the family--ise. to supporting in some careful and
systematic way, those arrangements and services that promote cohesion, health,_andv
prodhctivity within the family--many of these arrangements do not even exist as real
poésibilities, much less satisfactory options, for families. Thesé arrangements function .

haphazardly and in the dark: unlnonm to people ttho wrould like to use thenm or create

1
them as possibilities, and wrmom to those vho imke dec isions ahout nationel policy
affecting ckild dare. : .
i
. ! . - ,
‘ . [
\. )
]
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NeGertheless,‘the provision of child care in this country will increasingly ')

! . ’ . .
depenpd upon the improvement, expansion, end stabilizhtion of these varied arrange- .
For'i‘ it &

ments in.addition to or in conjunction with care in‘group centers.
0‘ r -
’ not nroduce large-scale iederal funding to establish and run day care centers, the
. ¢ .

'—l-
-

] -

N
child. developnept movement has, in concert hlth other human rights movements, , \

, 4 W ¢ .

U oroduced a heightened consciousngss about society"s responsibility to child care.
~

s

* hore and Uore peonle are looking‘for alternate ways to meet the Chlld care needs of

.

their communities, though many don t knpw where to turn..?Among other things,Y
-, - , .

need sore iniormation about: - .
. L3 . “ -

-]
.%

s

-
-

(1) The non-iormalized netvorks of sharing and _caring, the relationships .

.
ey ~ ’ 5

(2) Way$/in which ongoing formal, child-cere arrangements (group day care,

’ Head Start schools,'etc9 can be linked yith these‘networﬁs to
" " maximize and stgbilize support to families. - ‘ o
. « o oA e .
) - (3)  Ways in sthich -an.extended definition of responsibility about child )

-

* r . ) 3 . K ! . \
care can lead the,institutions in our society (dniversities, industries,_,

- [y
. - o~
L}

ete, ) to play supportive roles'Vis ~a-vis child care.

- . . , .
* 'To indicate someg of the kinds of problems that are presented if wiistart from

.

-~ %‘5‘ )
Ta iamily-centered point of view, we can cite some aﬂh.he inquiries and roblems
pOsed to 2 neighborhbod child care organization~m ' . : ',_ .

. . “ i . . . : ) .
e N e : . . .
, . B . . . °

: " L . . .

~
N

-

‘. . “ N . . \ : ’ ‘
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A‘young mother wants to go back to work when her child enters kinder-
garten, and a neighbor downstairs is willi ng to Have her come to her .
anartment for the afternoon. * But the neighbor has an infant who is ,
napping when Kindergarte® is dismissed. Missing link: somebne to_escort
the Kihdergartener from schopl to.apartment building. ’ “
k}
A small grounwof parents want to onerate a cooperative day care progrem
and have found some space ‘in an apartment building that gould do: an
* unused laundry drylng ,roor. Missing lipnk: the door that would open the
¢ room to ‘the backyard of the building, thus giving: children access to '
outdoor pley space and satfsfying thg Fire Department on. exit require- .
ments : . °
8chools of education choose to place their stﬁdent teachers with
ekperienced beachers vhom they judge <rill give good supervision. Result:
student feachers are unavailable to just :those programs where one
additional "pair, of handg" woyld make the most difference, such as the, -
spall children' s group where there are not aqliite enough adults to
: escort the children on trips to the Dark o - .

. %

A mother has been watchlng the chxldren,of three neighbors for many *
months, to the1r great. ‘mutual satisfaction. But when she has a sudden, -~
- emergency -~ her own or her child's 1llness, for example -- who is she
' to call on as e temnorary ‘substitute? ,‘Are three mothers to risk their
jobs when %heir arrangement falls through’ '

.

girents band together to open a nursery schools and hire & teacher,
They agreerto alternate in ass1st1ng the teacher, but they want some
. tralnlng 50 that they vill, share understandings of how to d1sc1pline
. % the children and’ glve the chlldren a continuity of experience, despite
the- changing staff. "Only a few places, notably Callfornla, make availa-
ble adult education funds for this desirable training.

* In a divorce settlement a father receives the custody of his three-
Year-<o0ld daughter for one week out of four. He wants a nursery school
that will allow her to attend on the week she lives with her father.

A husband and wife with & young child decide to use theix apartment

and yard to care for children of working Darents. They succeed in

attracting a ‘number of famllles who are pleased with the children's
. activities. For some of the divorced women, the chance for their boy
or girl to see an adult male congistently is one of the most desirable
features. This couple has to charge enough for two adults and one .
"child to live on (unlike some married women who ‘only try tg earn a
small second income), so they keep losing a child or two,when the
mother finds something slightly cheaper. The couple could reduce their
price somewhat if the group could get reimbursement for their food,
a.subsidy for which the children are eligible. Missing link:! a legal'

C » - -~

an
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: formila to make this smell operation a tax-exempt agency in orger to
gapply for the reimbursement.

A mother is hospitalized and the hospital sotial services department
can't arrange & homemaker quickly. Will they have "to place the three
. T young children in several foster homes for the duration of the mother's
“ - treatment? Fortunately, one.socifl worker tries a local Head Start
S director: is there a family who could take in the children temporarily°
p Fortunately, there ‘is, but how many children are so Jucky?: : )
Clearly, there is no single formulas that would solve all of these problems.
In some cases, what needs to be changed is a federal guideline, but ;n‘héﬁy ’ .
instances, the chdnge needed is much more local and concrete. To start from a
£ -centered orientatioh would mean the child care programs themselves would
engage "in consciousness-raising about how to deal with problems their own
programs present to families who try to enrcll (or are alreedy enrolled, when
family situations change). . a - . ¢ '
People want comprehensive child care. In sogelplaces -- inspite of mindless
dpbliéy and' restrictive govermment regulations -- community operated programs'are
prbviding aspects of comprehensgive care. The majority of these efforts grow from
visions based on intuition and faith in the capabilities of parent. People need help
to articulate their v1sions. Tpey need ideas, information, end support in their
efforts to create programs which reflect a view of the predominant role of parents in
. child rearing“” They need models of new and restructured institutions which will

r

empower parents to assume that role and profeédsionals to recognize it.
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Iv. TOWARD COMPREHEWSIVE FALILY-CENTERED APPROACHES TOCHILD CARE

. We believe that two elerents are essential for the development of child

care rrograms and systers that reflect corprelensive, family-centered aporoaches.

These are: ‘ .
-

¢ 2. a broad concept of the role of parents as predominant in child >

. . X ’ ’ )
4 , - rearing, and

2

‘. " new institutionsl arrangements and structures that enable

fa .
: % empoiier parents to assure such a role.

Although these {0 are discussed here sgparately, they are closely
N

]
.

related and not easily separated in practice.

A, The Role of Parents -

-‘.‘
Parent participation in early childhood programs is rost often deseckibed

in terms of participetion in classroom activities or in the governance of

vrograms, and sometimes in terms of both. We believe that varent participation
(’ ~ .

must be much more bfoadly defined in terms of how families live their lives

I

’

and how they build and strengthen relationships of kith and kin. . ~° .

The role of perents and fanmily rmust be broadla'/ 'defined as pre(ioininant in child
rearing. Parent’ Iiarticipation must be described as what programs must do to support

. - o, .
child rearing, rather than, as is teo_often the case, what the parents .

~

must do to parbicipate.' Efforts to teach parents now to teaeh or rear their. ,

children are destined for failure unless -théy grov from a broad conceptuzl

framevork that includes support and.respect for all the child regfing -
. \

activities by all the mémbers of the family.
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Qur concept of a more broadly conceived role of parents and of approaches to
parent participation that reflect that role was developed through our work writh
and help from liew York City centers, and with the jelp of others in other parts of

) > . 4 3 3
the country who are developing- similar approaches.

-

Two such progranms have provided outstanding e:tamples of sympaﬁ%étic and
,éensitive approach to family day care. Tﬂese are the Conm&nity Family Dey Care
Pro&ect at Pzcific Osks College in Pasadena, California, aﬁd the Day Care lieighbor
Service of Portland, Oregon, sponsored by the Tri-Country Cormmnity Councii'and
Portland State University. Both these programs\?epresent alterﬁative vays of helping

families neet their child cere needs and therefore 2lso provide examples”of nev

-
-

institutionsl arrangements. Hovever, Doth these programs are succtessful because

JOEN

they developed fror a deep respect for the choices pareﬁts make, and for the
role of parents as ﬁltimately respongible for the total ﬁuturing and reising of
their child;en. Ihdeed, witﬁout ;uch a view, these programs would not exist.
. Both programs focus on the relationship between’parents and caregivers, on'the
importénce of friendship, intimecy, and neighborliness.

L;arning about these two family day care programs hélpedAhs to learn more—

about day care centers. At first glance, family day care and dey care centers appear
. ¥ < . *
to be two very different institutions. However, from another point of view they

operate from the same set of principles and can be surprisingly similar.

In "Child Care by Kith" Emlen, Donoghue, and LaForge describe family day care
: - »

as:

-

an emerging form of .social relationship which substitutes for the

extended family as a resource for supplementary child care. <The

relationship is not one of kinship but one between non-relatives who

discover one another in the neighborhood. It is a relationship ) !
without a clear cultural blueprint. It is not bound by kinship




<
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r and an alternative te licensing"#** as the most essential issues requiring

attention. Most important perhaps was the evidence that family day care.homes

% . ’

A
rules, yet it has ‘some of the guidelines for relations between
neighbors. It is a business relationship yet it may have an
admixture of friendship or else it mey be alreedy existing
friendship with which the business arrangement is admixed.*

. The Pécific Oaks Project was an attempt, first, to study and understand the
Gynamic§ and interpersonal relations!;ips in 24 faiily day care homes (half were
licensed, and half unlicensed), end second, to c‘levelop vays of en;blljcng family day

i ., ;
care providers to improve the quality of care.** This is one o'f & small number
of projects conducted by profess:‘(onal educators vhich concluded that x;ot only was
vfa.mily day cere "heére to stay,” but thet it had great strengths, and thait the most
'

important question vas hov to sujao:rt’ it. They pinpointed needs for "support for

the special-néeds child, finencial support for Family Day Care Community Mothers,

¢

could be intimate , nurturing, developmentally positive settings for young children,

" and that‘professional suppor‘l; could best be provided via fa.mil'y dey care provider
self-help groups.- '

" The Portland Day Care Neighbor Service was deve]TOI'Jed' ‘in an attemi:t to view
fanﬁl& day care as an exemple of a "natural helping system ".'.of community, neighbor-
hoold, .and_ k;th. The Day Cé.re Neighbor Service does not direc‘lfly provide day care,
it does not.supervise day care, and it does not e:ven require thg day care- consumer

to make contact with an agency. ’ .The purpose of thé service is to strengthen existing
h\ \

*"Child Care by Kith': A Study of the Family Day Care Relat,ionshiﬁs of Working Mothers
and Neighborhood Caregivers,” Arthur Emlen, Betty A. Donoghue, Ro}fe LeForge . Porf-~
land: Tri-County Community Council with Portland Stete University, 1974, p. 1.

LT

= r 2 . A ,\‘ Y 2,
**'Open the Door...See the People,” June Solnft Sale, et. al. Pasadena! _Pacific Oeks
College, 1972. - ) . v

*#%ggle, Jung Ibid., pege 224. _ . |
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child care arrangerents, recruit new day caregivers andkggcilitate the informetion
\ . Al . -
o g 1. ! 3 e °
and referral processes by vhich nev arrangements are made.* The proponents_o{

tais approach maintain ihat natural helping systens can be found in any commmunity,

¢nd that these systems are availsble to assist vwith a wide range of human problens |

and crises. Critical to an understanding of and the success of natural systems

—
is to recognize that they grow from relationship -- and the ability of,humén

beings 1o intervene in a way that does not dictate norms of beq;vior, but that

~end to transmit psychological support and cere, and to encouragé individual

health and growth.

.

We discovered that successful natural systems could be found in day care

centers. Arong the centers with vhlcq staff merbers of the Day Care Consultatlon

14

Service have iorked, both in Ne”-!érk Clty and elsewhere, some seemed to have

Pee? deing better than otpers. t was' and still is-difficult to describe what
"doing better" means. Perhaps i% is best described as'a feeling, a Gestalt of
caring, stekiliiy, vermth, and intimac&.
. While "doing better" may be related to such variables as‘who controls the
senter or who f*inds the center, something else 'is keeping those centers from fading

into the humdrum non-cering care for children which works well for the adults bub

- asks no duestions about children, about who they are end what they will become.‘
?

*

+This description is from "Latchmaklng In Jeighborhood Lay Care" by Arthur Emlem and
BEunice Wetson, Corvallis: Continuwing Education Publications, 1971, p. 1. The method
and techniques of inlervention used by the service have been more fully described in
Alice 4. Collins, Eunice Wctson, "The Day Care lleighbor Service: A Handbock for the
Organization and Operation of a New Approach fo Famlly Day Care," Portland, Ore.:,
Tri~County Community, 1969. T

»’ : ’ . »

~
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. v : 4 . - .
These centers seem tq hove one thing in common: they all nad other things

going Tor them. They were :11 not only a daywcare center for rre-school cnildrea.

They vere:’ ) : :
- --a food coop . - \ .
--a free elenentary school ' ) ,
--acceptiag toddlers who veren't toilei trained -
. -—accerpting infants . . .
-~2ccepting handicapped children . -
--running after-school prograns - - »
—— --assoclatel uith end supporting famil:r day care
prograns or componeats . L .
--providing drop-in care . - . .
--bilingual/biculturel centers e : .
--z babysitting pool ' '

s
N

--a cormunity information center on: welfeore - ‘ -

housing o, “, ) -
. . health ° ' . . cG ;
. education . o ‘ -,
events . : .,
¢ s
-=involved in changing the zublic schools ‘. :
© ~-=providing fenily hezlih services . - . : . :
--offering new higher educetion opportunities through,. v i

training for staff and parents. '

The 1list could go on. But what is significant is not sthat.they are doing in

‘addition to offering dey-time care for pre-school‘children, but that they dre X

doing it. These additional programs and activities have growm from relationships
within the centers. They wvere develoved through people in the centers finding

mitual solutions to their needs. They used their relationships to expand people's

. I3

abilities to meet their femilies'needs and to expand kith.

— ’

These additional programs,and-activities ﬁere developed in spite of pressure
- ‘ .

from government to exist only as a narrowly defined day care center and even to

‘

eliminate all other aspects of the program. ) -

]
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bbny‘cehters“pave added eddit;onal programs a:b activifies; they feel theéei‘%:

additions are ifpoxtant, but +hey don't yet know vhy. We believe ﬁhaf if +they

tmderstood how important relationships are to creating and mzinfaining 211 aspects
of their centers, including the cléésrooms, it would be easier to contimue to
clarify and build for themselves ways by which kith relgﬁionships and ftual

. X ;

'suppor£~systems could continue to develoP, ways to resist government pressure
&

that vould s»agnate and narrov the center, and 1ays to aécomodate government

requirements mhlch do not destrqy relationships. Thus, parent participation

., »

described as a kith-building activity has a broad polltical s1gn1f1cance. Iu is

-~

an activity through which people can nelp s%rencthen and build the human relation-

ships they need: to help meke life more enjoyable and less burdensome. Hovever,.

M .~

thest are also the relationships people need to Lreak out of isolation, withstand
Dppress1on, and support and emnover them in their efforts to take control of their

v

Q&nllives and,the lives®of their children.

B. DNew Institutional Arrangements

\ llost institutions that people idéntify as tools for bemefiting or protectiig
.people’s‘welfare (such as schools, day care centers, hospitals, and gevernmental‘
and private social agencies) tend to become tools for changing people or for _
de%inihg whet'people'erneeds are; As services become institutionalized, they alnm§t
certainly become professionaliZzed and specialized. For example, as "friendly
visitors' become family case wonkers, day nurseries become day care centers for

children aged three to five, so also does the insti%utional definition of need

7




" become narrow and specialized,

In order to implement a broader role for parents and to support a constellation
of child rearing act;vities, new institutional arrangements are required. Such
grraﬂgements mst piovide environrients for practitioners and parents to share their
viewpoints'and understandings in mutually supportive ways. Without such

environments and new arrangements, comprehensive child care will be difficult to

achieve. ) ] \

The jrofessionalization’and speciaiization of various aspects of child fearing
hawafra5$enting effects on the efférts of families to rear their children in
continuo , cohesive wéysé This fragmentation wltimately devalues the role of the
pérent. When helping servipesfare narfbwly conceived and provided to individual
family members by random specialists, they weaken, rather than strengthen, family
and commmnity ties, isolate individqals and meke them more vulnersble to the control
of institut{ons and government. VWhen helping services are of this character,
client (non-professional) and helper (professional) are divided and insensitive to
one another, Whatever differences there nay be'bgtween them in class, race or
sex are exacerbated, vhich tends to perpetuate ingustice and inequality.

In child care; wvhen the defiﬁition of need adopted by a day care center begins to
conflict with that of the family, an impoitant separation oceurs. What the center
doés for children becomes specialized and separate from what a‘family does. Teacher
and parent are separated and pola}ized as provider and consumer, specialist and

laqperson. A broed view of the role of parents becomes increasingly difficult.

BT | . .
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What farily aay care, in convrast to group day care in centers, seems to

L)
preserve is a unlty of definition of need betireen the narent and the caregiver.
. )

In ifs nore institutionalized set up, the day cere center cannot be as flexible in \~-

’

nours and in ege range. It is narder to satisfy the individual child's séhedule
Tor sleep, feeding, and toilet-ir alnlng, or the care of a mlldly slck or recuperatlng

child. And especla.ly when family dey care is a private arrangement between parents

* -

and caregiver, there is almosi certainly no judgrental element in accepting the

[y

aml_y 's statement that they do 1ndeed,need child care.

N
N T n. ,‘-.

-ne new institutional arrangements ‘that we ere describing are attempts to

t “

create situations and environLcn*s in which the institutional sPeclallsts (teachers,
- '\
, doctors, and other providers of services) and the clients,(children, parents and
e 4 . N .
fer:ily members) cen meet in mmitually nelpful weys. The purpose of these new

**ﬂnvements are to encble the clients' needs to be broadly defined both by the

specialists. and by the clients themselves. This can happen in a day care center,

for xamnle, “hen parents end teachers can interact about their needs and the ' .

a

children's needs. Yet, as this proposal has pointed out, such dialogue and

B
.

interaction is not only difficult to achieve vithin 2. narrowly conceived day

care center, it is often prohibited. Such interaction is also 1mposs1ble in a o

busy health cllnlc, whlch places responslbllltles for care totally upon the

doctors, an ”here all other.ac ivity is designed ‘to bring together patient and

doctor (and sometimes only symptom and doctor) for the most &éfficient treatment.

N

What may be gained in narrov effieciency may be lost in total effectiveness.
»

. - “
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These new arrangements include both new relationships between institutions, ;ﬁ
/ .

and new internal structures for existing institutions. The suppor%—end accrediting ;
of the in-seryice training and B,A, degree programs at four day care centers by ‘
Bank Street (pllege and other colleges is one example of a new relationship. An
example of a new internal structure is reorgénization of a day care center to
‘meke its strﬁcture and administration less hierarghical and to facilitate
parent-staff interaction. < ] , . \\\
Within a day care center the administrative structure of the setting’has
enormous impact on the teacher-child relationship, the parent-teacher relationship,
and on the curriculu;. Yet teacher €raining institutions;end most of society
focus almost entirely on the teecher—child-interaction and the curriculum, and‘
alhost not at all on the enormous influences of the crganizatien and admingstration
of the institution (the school ér center)’or the purposes of the leg;sletion by
and through which the institution (a‘cenQer) is created and funded. Mdch of our
work with board members, staff members, and parents from New York City centers
lwill include helping them deepen their understandiﬁgs‘and make thekconnecpicns
between’ administrative structure and curriculum, and to create new structures that
facilitate relationship-building and expand opportunities for'support by cenyers.
We believe that by working with commnity and parent groups and cthers who
are already operating innovative programs, by helping them clarify'their visionjof
what child care could be and shouid be, and to develop new alternatives, we can
.best use owr experiences and resources to affect the deve10pment of new approaches,

-

néw.programs and new policies for: 'child care.

- b3 -
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In attempting tc meke comprehensive child cere possible for families, nev

institutibnal arra.rigemen‘i:s and structures are importent. They can support a brozd

.
Py

:" view of the role of parents, ad with parents in that role they can create
the situdations and setiings in thich people can strengthen and build human’

-

, relationships. But most irportantly these are also arangements necessary to
A INY ' N »
provide the information, skills, resources, and opportunities which enable people-

- .

.. ‘o betier use their relationships to improve. their lives end the manner by vhich

" -

k3 - :
* w s . 4 -
ﬁgeyaﬁ%cise c,;on{crol' over their lives. . . )
‘h . - !
*
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